ABSTRACT: This article provides an overview and analysis of the practical problems of developing and implementing a code of ethics for public administrators. The article addresses three key issues: (1) What are public ethics and where do they come from? (2) What are the central ethical issues facing public administrators? and (3) Are there practical tools and guidelines to assist public servants to be both ethical and effective public managers? The article concludes with a plea for consideration of ethical issues, and it presents five general ethical principles for public administrators.
While we agree that ethical issues are likely to appear frequently in the news and in the courts for some time to come, we are concerned that the subject is generally not very well defined. As a result, the millions of public administrators who run the essential public services that we depend on daily are stressed, and they are often reduced to inaction for fear of violating some ethical standard that they only vaguely understand. These officials have no practical guide to determine the right decision in specific cases. Their problem is the central concern of this analysis.
Several key issues must be addressed: What are public ethics and where do they come from; what are the central ethical issues facing public administrators; and are there practical tools and guidelines to assist public servants to be active and ethical at the same time?
WHAT ARE PUBLIC ETHICS AND WHERE DO THEY COME FROM?
The discussion of public ethics and where they come from goes to the very heart of the American philosophy of government, beginning with the writings of John Locke. By most accounts, the framers of the U.S. Constitution and Bill of Rights were strongly influenced by Locke's Second Treatise of Government. In it, Locke argues that government is created by the people and remains accountable to them. Government has the political power to make and enforce laws, but only for the public good.3
In his 1776 call to arms, Common Sense, Thomas Paine defined the objective of government to be the greatest sum of individual happiness at the least national expense, a distinctly utilitarian philosophy.4 In Tocqueville's view, we Americans valued sovereignty of the people, democracy, and equality as our public goals and the primary responsibilities of our government.5
Beyond the underlying philosophy, our Constitution and Bill of Rights are relatively specific about the purposes and responsibilities of our government. But how can we translate those broad statements into a contemporary, practical guide for the behavior of those in the thousands of administrative jobs throughout our three levels of government? 
CURRENT ISSUES IN PUBLIC ETHICS
In the late 1980s, the massive Parking Violations Bureau scam in New York City, coupled with politicization of the mayor's appointment power through a City Hall talent clearinghouse, forced the governor and the state legislature to confront the matter of ethics in government directly and comprehensively. Their political lives were at stake. After much wrangling, they came up with a three-step approach-an investigative commission, an ethics law, and an ethics commission to enforce that law on an ongoing basis. The work of the commission and its final report helped shape the issues and the remedies incorporated into the law.
Known as the Public Officers Law, the New York State ethics law fills a 41-page booklet. Among the issues covered are restrictions on outside compensation; conflict-ofinterest provisions; prohibitions on gifts over $75; limits on participation in political parties; substantial financial-disclosure provisions; a two-year revolving-door policy and restrictions on the appearance of former government officials before agencies for which they previously worked; prohibitions against legislators taking bribes; and empowerment of the Ethics Commission to impose fines. It is interesting to note that the provisions of the law are much less restrictive for legislators and legislative employees, and enforcement of violations by the legislative branch is left to the legislators themselves.
The commission has no jurisdiction over their is a desire to uncover and punish waste, fraud, and abuse.
Today there are inspectors general in sixty federal agencies, employing more than 15,000 workers. Inspectors general report to Congress twice a year and share their audit reports with their agency heads; however, they do not report to the agency head and the agency head cannot change anything in the report. Findings of the inspectors general are also forwarded to the U.S. attorney general for prosecution, as warranted. The reports of the inspectors general usually highlight the number of federal employees convicted as a result of their investigations and the amount of money collected.
How successful have the inspectors general been? As Paul Light notes, Congress, the public, and perhaps even the inspector general community itself were shocked to find that systemic corruption of virtually every form in virtually every division of the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development remained undetected by the agency inspector general until it was the subject of almost daily articles in the Wall Street Journal, the New York Times, the Washington Post, and the television networks' nightly news programs. As Light asks rhetorically, how could the inspector general not have known?"8
In what we believe will become an enduring classic in the proactive analysis of public policymaking, Vice President Al Gore's National Performance Review report, Creating a Government That Works Better and Costs Less, submitted to President Clinton in September 1993, has much to say about the negative aspects of the inspector general system. The vice president's report notes that the Reagan-Bush focus on waste, fraud, and abuse shaped a mission for the inspectors general centered on uncovering mistakes and mismanagement, rather than on improving the efficiency and effectiveness of government programs.19
The Gore Commission report suggests that the current role of inspectors general is inhibiting innovation and risk taking among publicspirited civil servants and that the "heavy handed enforcement" of inspectors general is having a chilling impact on those public employees who are trying to make government more responsive to the public. The staff of the Gore Commission report observed that the inspectors general have created an environment where public employees feel compelled to follow every rule and fill out every form or risk losing their job.20 In his report, the vice president argues that the inspectors general need to broaden their role to focus on evaluating management control systems and helping managers do a bet- What the vice president does not say is that the inspector general function should be abolished. We agree. There is no question that the inspector general powers are abused in some instances and that their impact often has an unintended negative effect on service delivery and customer service. Nevertheless, the internal audit function performed by inspectors general is common in the private sector and is often an effective check on waste, fraud, and abuse. Our point is simply that curtailing waste, fraud, and abuse does not necessarily promote ethical behavior, as the record of the upper levels of the federal government during the 1980s documents. What then of the reinforcement of values as the road to a more ethical public service?
The literature of public administration speaks of values in terms of acting in the public interest. What is the public interest? John Dewey, who in 1927 thought we were losing our sense of community and a composite publicness different from selfishness, posited the values of loyalty, obedience, goodness, and compliance as the path to proper public behavior.
Noted public ethics scholar Reinhold Niebuhr, writing in the shadow of Nazi atrocities, wrote that a free society prospers when it is neither too pessimistic nor too optimistic concerning the nature of mankind. He divided us into children of light and children of darkness. Children of darkness are guided purely by selfinterest. Children of light, to which we should aspire to become, bring self-interest under the discipline of a higher law, presumably God's law.
Cold defined an ethicist as one who is devoted to the principle of "ethicism." The work he performs is referred to as "ethicizing"; it is also known as the "ethicization process."24 While Baker was lighthearted, his piece was right on target. He went on to say that the ethicizing discipline grew out of an antique college philosophy course called ethics. Baker stated that, philosophy having withered away in America and the ethics course with it, we had been in philosophic drift for more than a century, which, Baker posited, had been particularly hard on politicians. As a result, politicians did not know how to react when faced with bribes. The importance of money in America had not declined, but the importance of philosophy had. Consequently, politicians drew a connection between money and goodness. Frederickson also has a warning. He argues that the more we seek to make government more businesslike, the more corruption we will see. That is, the more we contract out and privatize, the higher the probability that corruption will result. Equally sobering, Frederickson is convinced that new procedures to cut down on corruption will move us closer and closer to policy gridlock.33
Given the difficulties of the questions addressed throughout this article, we would prefer to leave the reader to make his or her own judgments about what all the noted experts have to say about making government more ethical, and consider our job to be no more than bringing their opinions to the reader's attention. But as former practitioners and current educators of those who usually go on to careers in the public service, we will not let ourselves off that easily. Instead, we will posit a very strong and active statement on how to ensure that ethics are upheld on a personal or organizational level. ' It is not easy to analyze the ethical dimensions of public programs. However, while there may be few absolute, universal rules of morality, public servants must still judge the morality of the work they are given. Although some clear ethical principles exist and it is generally considered wrong to get involved in stealing, lying, and killing, governments are always violating the former and engaged in the latter. Public administrators must therefore make per- Assessing the ethical content of public servants' assignments requires that they project the likely effects of their actions and then analyze those effects according to their own concepts of morality. While it might sound frightening to have each individual apply a personal definition of morality to public actions, we have little alternative. We will simply have to hope that we share enough values and moral precepts to make sensible, consistent, and ethical public policy.
We believe that the greatest danger is not deliberately unethical government policy but inadvertently unethical public policy. In the crush of fast-moving events, ethical reflection is considered a luxury. Managers are not rewarded for taking the time to seriously consider the morality of their actions. Nevertheless, it is essential that managers weigh the ethics of the programs and policies they set in motion.
Each public servant lives both an official and an unofficial life. We all have friends in and out of our profession, public service. Sometimes we exchange gifts; sometimes we pick up each other's tabs at restaurants. If a
